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Abstract
We describe a construction that maps any connected graph G on three or more vertices
into a larger graph, H(G), whose independence number is strictly smaller than its Lova´sz
number which is equal to its fractional packing number. The vertices of H(G) represent all
possible events consistent with the stabilizer group of the graph state associated to G, and
exclusive events are adjacent. Mathematically, the graph H(G) corresponds to the orbit of G
under local complementation. Physically, the construction translates into graph-theoretic terms
the connection between a graph state and a Bell inequality maximally violated by quantum
mechanics. In the context of zero-error information theory, the construction suggests a protocol
achieving the maximum rate of entanglement-assisted capacity, a quantum mechanical analogue
of the Shannon capacity, for each H(G). The violation of the Bell inequality is expressed by the
one-shot version of this capacity being strictly larger than the independence number. Finally,
given the correspondence between graphs and exclusivity structures, we are able to compute the
independence number for certain infinite families of graphs with the use of quantum non-locality,
therefore highlighting an application of quantum theory in the proof of a purely combinatorial
statement.
1 Introduction
Partitioning a phase space into orbits is a central step in the study of any physical or formal
dynamics. Immediately after the introduction of graph (/stabilizer) states in quantum coding
theory [8, 14, 32] and in the context of measurement-based quantum computation [27], it was
evident that the related task, when considering the dynamics at the subsystems level, requires
approaches of combinatorial flavour. While substantial attention has been given to orbits obtained
by the application of local unitaries (with a clear motivation coming from the classification of
multipartite entanglement [16]), the question to decide whether two graph states are equivalent
under the action of the local Clifford group has been settled, by showing [24] that the equivalence
classes are in one-to-one correspondence with local complementation orbits (also called Kotzig orbits
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[18]). In other words, the existence of a sequence of local complementations relating the associated
graphs guarantees equivalence under local Clifford operations and viz.
Even though this link does not embrace full local unitary equivalence, having now counterex-
amples to the LU-LC conjecture [19, 28], it unveils a rich interface between the structure of useful
multi-qubit systems and a number of mathematical ideas. Indeed, local complementation (or,
equivalently, κ-transformation) is a fundamental operation for studying circle graphs [18]. This
notion has been instrumental for unifying certain properties of Eulerian tours and matroids via
isotropic systems [3], constructs associated to vector spaces over GF (2); and it appears in string
reconstruction problems (related to DNA sequencing) and graph polynomials [2].
Given an equivalence class induced by local complementation, in the present work we shall
describe a method for constructing a larger graph associated to the equivalence class. The method
makes use of the stabilizer group of an arbitrary graph state from the class. Each of these graphs
is identified with an exclusivity structure and a related non-contextuality inequality (for short,
NC inequality). Such an inequality is an upper bound on the sum of probabilities of a set of
events, with some exclusivity constraints (a technical discussion about events and exclusivity will
be given in Section 3). NC inequalities are satisfied by any non-contextual hidden variable theory,
i.e., any physical theory for which the probability of seeing an event is independent of the choice of
measurements. Quantum mechanics or more general theories can violate such inequalities. For more
details, see [7]. In this reference, the graph (and more generally an hypergraph), whose vertices are
events, is employed to characterize the correlations for classical and general probabilistic theories
satisfying that the sum of probabilities of pairwise exclusive events cannot be larger than 1. The
maximum values for the three physical theories: classical, general, and quantum, were computed
through the three well-known combinatorial parameters: the independence number, the fractional
packing number, and the Lova´sz number, respectively. As a consequence, it becomes evident that
quantum and general probabilistic correlations satisfying that the sum of probabilities of pairwise
exclusive events cannot be larger than 1 have semidefinite and linear characterizations, respectively.
Quantum mechanics is sandwiched between the other two theories.
The framework introduced in [7] permits to quantitatively discuss classical, quantum, and more
general theories through the analysis of a single mathematical object and to have a general technique
to single out quantum correlations with ad hoc degree of contextuality. For example, a generic graph
with independence number strictly smaller than the Lova´sz number is associated to a NC inequality
violated by quantum mechanics. If, in addition, the graph has equal Lova´sz and fractional packing
number, then it can be associated to a NC inequality that is “maximally violated” by quantum
mechanics, meaning that no general probabilistic theory satisfying that the sum of probabilities of
pairwise exclusive events cannot be larger than 1 can achieve a larger value. (Of course, there are
graphs for which all theories coincide, as, for example, perfect graphs.)
In the present paper, we propose a construction that translates into the combinatorial lan-
guage developed in [7] the connection between every graph state of three or more qubits and a
Bell inequality maximally violated by quantum mechanics found in [15]. Namely, we describe a
construction that maps any graph on three or more vertices G into a larger graph, H(G), such that
its independence number is strictly smaller than its Lova´sz number which is equal to its fractional
packing number. The vertices of H(G) represent all possible events consistent with the stabilizer
group of the graph state associated to G and exclusive events are adjacent.
The construction has also applications in zero-error information theory. It leads to a straightfor-
ward protocol achieving the maximum rate of zero-error entanglement-assisted capacity [9, 12]. We
2
conjecture that this quantity for a graph H(G) is always strictly larger than its Shannon capacity.
A proof of this statement would possibly require a rank bound a la Haemers. While it is difficult
to compute this bound in general, it may be easier in our case, since H(G) has a very particular
structure because of the connection with the stabilizer group. The violation of the Bell inequality is
here expressed by the one-shot version of this capacity being strictly larger than the independence
number. The correspondence between graphs and exclusivity structures allows us compute the
independence number of the graphs H(Kn), where Kn is the complete graph, by taking advantage
of well-known techniques used in quantum non-locality.
Since two graphs yield the same (up to isomorphism) graph in our construction if and only if
they are equivalent under local complementation, the construction can be interpreted as a method
to represent local complementation orbits. Somehow this is in analogy with the notion of a two-
graph, a well-studied mathematical object which represents equivalence classes under the operation
of switching (see Ch. 11 of [13]).
Our work is innovative with respect to [7] and [15] in many ways. First, we present a character-
ization of local complementation orbits, a result of pure combinatorial nature. Our representative
graphs are obtained via a construction inspired by quantum mechanics. We find tools to analyze
the properties of such graphs in [15]. Second, by using the results in [7], we discover that local
complementation orbits are naturally associated to Bell inequalities. We improve the mathemati-
cal representation of such Bell inequalities by writing down an explicit operational form, namely, a
pseudo-telepathy game. The form that we have introduced is often easier to use in both theoretical
purposes and the design of laboratory experiments. Third, we introduce a novel connection between
the results presented in [7] and [15], and zero-error information theory. Such a connection is also
interesting on its own, since it provides a way to construct families of channels with a separation
between classical and quantum capacities starting from any graph.
The remainder of the work is organized as follows. The next section introduces the required
terminology and notions: the language of graph theory, non-locality, and channel capacities. The
construction is described in Section 3. Section 4 discusses the relevant graph-theoretic parameters.
Section 5 contains examples. We highlight that physical arguments can be useful to consider
difficult tasks such as computing the independence number. Section 6 is devoted to zero-error
capacities. We show that our construction produces infinite families of graphs for which the use of
entanglement gives the maximum possible zero-error capacity. Section 7 classifies graphs (or local
complementation orbits) according to the objects obtained via the construction. We point out a link
with Boolean functions and propose a conjecture about connectedness of the graph representatives.
2 Preliminaries
2.1 Graphs, graph parameters and graph states
A (simple) graph G = (V,E) is an ordered pair: V (G) is a set whose elements are called vertices;
E(G) ⊂ V (G) × V (G) is a set whose elements are called edges. The set E(G) does not contain an
edge of the form {i, i}, for every i ∈ V (G). The vertices forming an edge are said to be adjacent. We
denote by N (i) the neighbourhood of the vertex i, i.e., N (i) = {j ∈ V | (i, j) ∈ E}. An independent
set in a graph G is a set of mutually non-adjacent vertices. The independence number of a graph
G, denoted by α(G), is the size of the largest independent set of G. A subgraph H = (V,E) of a
graph G = (V,E), is a graph such that V (H) ⊆ V (G) and E(H) ⊆ E(G). An induced subgraph
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H = (V,E) of a graph G = (V,E) with respect to V (H) ⊆ V (G) is a graph with vertex set V (H)
and edge set E(H) = {{i, j} | i, j ∈ V (H) and {i, j} ∈ E(G)}. A clique in a graph G is a subgraph
whose vertices are all adjacent to each other.
An orthogonal representation of G is a map from V (G) to Ck for some k, such that adjacent
vertices are mapped to orthogonal vectors. An orthogonal representation is faithful when vertices
u and v are mapped to orthogonal vectors if and only if {u, v} ∈ E(G). The Lova´sz number [20] is
defined as follows:
ϑ(G) = max
n∑
i=1
|〈ψ|vi〉|2, (1)
where the maximum is taken over all unit vectors ψ and all orthogonal representations, {vi}, of G.
The fractional packing number is defined by the following linear program:
α∗(G,Γ) = max
∑
i∈V
wi, (2)
where the maximum is taken over all 0 ≤ wi ≤ 1 under the restriction
∑
i∈Cj wi ≤ 1 [30], and for all
cliques Cj ∈ Γ, where Γ is the set of all cliques of G. In this paper, by fractional packing number,
we mean α∗(G,Γ) and denote it as α∗(G).
Given a graph G = (V,E), the graph state |G〉 (see, for example, [16, 32]) associated to G is
the unique n-qubit state such that
gi|G〉 = |G〉 for i = 1, . . . , n, (3)
where gi is the generator labeled by a vertex i ∈ V of the stabilizer group of |G〉. A generator for
i ∈ V (G) is defined as
gi = X
(i)
⊗
j∈N (i)Z
(j), (4)
where X(i), Y (i), and Z(i) denote the Pauli matrices (sometimes denoted as σx, σy, and σz) acting
on the i-th qubit. Therefore, gi can be obtained directly and univocally from G. The stabilizer
group of the state |G〉 is the set S of the stabilizing operators sj of |G〉 defined by the product of
any number of generators gi. Note that, for convenience, we shall remove the identity element from
S. Therefore, the set S contains 2n − 1 elements.
Given a graph G = (V,E), the operation of local complementation (LC) on i ∈ V transforms
G into a graph Gi on the same set of vertices. To obtain Gi, we replace the induced subgraph of
G on N (i) by its complement. It is easy to verify that (Gi)i = G. The set of graphs is partitioned
into LC orbits (also known as Kotzig orbits) by the repeated action of local complementation on
each graph [3]. The LC orbits are then equivalence classes.
2.2 Non-locality
We assume familiarity with the basics of quantum information theory. The reader can find a good
introduction in [25, Chapter 2]. A non-local game is an experimental setup between a referee and
two players, Alice and Bob. (It can also be defined with more players, but we do not consider
this case here.) The game is not adversarial, but the players collaborate with each other. They
are allowed to arrange a strategy beforehand, but they are not allowed to communicate during the
game. The referee sends Alice an input x ∈ X and sends Bob an input y ∈ Y , according to a fixed
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and known probability distribution π on X × Y . Alice and Bob answer with a ∈ A and b ∈ B
respectively, and the referee declares the outcome of the game according to a verification function
V : A×B ×X × Y → {win = 1, lose = 0}. So, the non-local game is completely specified by the
sets X,Y,A,B, the distribution π, and the verification function V .
A classical strategy is w.l.o.g. a pair of functions sA : X → A and sB : Y → B for Alice
and Bob, respectively. A quantum strategy consists of a shared bipartite entangled state |ψ〉 and
POVMs {P xa }a∈A, for every x ∈ X for Alice and {P yb }b∈B , for every y ∈ Y for Bob. On input
x, Alice uses the positive operator valued measurement (POVM) {P xa }a∈A to measure her part of
the entangled state and Bob does similarly on his input y. Alice (resp. Bob) answers with a (resp.
b) corresponding to the obtained measurement outcome. Therefore, the probability to output
a, b given x, y is Pr(a, b|x, y) = 〈ψ|P xa ⊗ P yb |ψ〉. The classical and quantum values (or winning
probabilities) for the game are:
ωc = max
sA,sB
∑
x,y,a,b
π(x, y)V (sA(x), sB(y), x, y), (5a)
ωq = max|ψ〉,{Pxa },{P yb }
∑
x,y,a,b
π(x, y)V (a, b, x, y)〈ψ|P xa ⊗ P yb |ψ〉. (5b)
A Bell inequality for a non-local game is a statement of the form ωc ≤ t for t ∈ [0, 1]. It is
violated by quantum mechanics if ωq > t. A non-local game is called a pseudo-telepathy game
if ωc < ωq = 1, i.e. quantum players win with certainty, while classical players have nonzero
probability to lose.
Non-local games are a special form of Bell experiment. In general, a Bell operator B is a linear
combination of observables and a Bell inequality is a statement of the form
max |〈B〉| ≤ t, (6)
where the maximum runs over classical states. A quantum state is said to violate the Bell inequality
if |〈B〉| > t.
2.3 Channel capacity
Zero-error information theory was initiated in [29]; a review is [17]. A classical channel C with input
set X and output set Y is specified by a conditional probability distribution C(y|x), the probability
to produce output y upon input x. (Precisely this is a discrete, memoryless, stationary channel.)
Two inputs x, x′ ∈ X are confusable if there exists y ∈ Y such that C(y|x) > 0 and C(y|x′) > 0. We
then define the confusability graph of channel C, G(C), as the graph with vertex set X and edge set
{(x, x′) : x, x′ are distinct and confusable}.
The one-shot zero-error capacity of C, c0(C), is the size of a largest set of non-confusable inputs.
This is just the independence number α(G(C)) of the confusability graph. In the entanglement-
assisted setting, the sender (Alice) and receiver (Bob) share an entangled state ρ and can perform
local quantum measurements on their part of ρ.
The general form of an entanglement-assisted protocol used by Alice to send one out of q
messages to Bob with a single use of the classical channel C can be described as follows (also see
[9]). For each message m ∈ [q], Alice has a POVM Em = {Em1 , . . . , Em|X|} with |X| outputs. To
send message m, she measures her subsystem using Em and sends through the channel the observed
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x ∈ X. Bob receives some y ∈ Y with C(y|x) > 0. If the right condition holds (as we will explain
below), Bob can recover m with certainty using a projective measurement on his subsystem.
It is not hard to state a necessary and sufficient condition for the success of the protocol. If
Alice gets outcome x ∈ X upon measuring Em, Bob’s part of the entangled state collapses to
βmx = trA((E
m
x ⊗ I)ρ). Given the channel’s output y, Bob can recover m if and only if
∀m 6= m′,∀ confusable x, x′ tr(βmx βm
′
x′ ) = 0. (7)
Bob can recover the message with a projective measurement on the mutually orthogonal supports
of ∑
x : C(y|x)>0
βmx , (8)
for all messages m. In such a case we say that, assisted by the entangled state ρ, Alice can use the
POVMs E1, . . . , Eq as her strategy for sending one out of q messages with a single use of C.
The entanglement-assisted one-shot zero-error channel capacity of C, c∗0(C), is the maximum
integer q such that there exists a protocol for which condition (7) holds.
We are now ready to outline the setting where Alice and Bob share a maximally entangled state
in the above protocol. We will refer to this particular case later in section 6. Let the (canonical)
maximally entangled state of local dimension n be defined as follows:
|Ψ〉 := 1√
n
∑
i∈[n]
|i〉|i〉, (9)
where {|i〉}i∈[n] is the standard basis of Cn. When Alice and Bob share a maximally entangled
state and Alice performs a projective measurement observing Pa, Bob’s part of the state collapses
to trA((Pa⊗I)|Ψ〉〈Ψ|) = P⊤a /n. This implies that Bob can distinguish between Pa and Pb perfectly
if and only if tr(PaPb) = 0. Therefore, if Alice uses projective measurement {Pmx }x∈X for message
m and players share a maximally entangled state, then Condition (7) is true if and only if
∀m 6= m′,∀ confusable x, x′ tr(Pmx Pm
′
x′ ) = 0. (10)
Considering more than a single use of the channel, one can define the asymptotic zero-error
channel capacity Θ(C) and the asymptotic entanglement-assisted zero-error channel capacity Θ∗(C)
by Θ(C) := lim
k→∞
(c0(C⊗k))1/k and Θ∗(C) := lim
k→∞
(c∗0(C⊗k))1/k.
Since c∗0(C) depends solely on the confusability graph G(C) [9], we can talk about c∗0(G) for a
graph G, meaning the entanglement-assisted one-shot zero-error capacity of a channel with confus-
ability graph G. Similarly we can talk about quantities c0(G),Θ(G), and Θ
∗(G).
3 Construction
Let G be a graph on n vertices and consider the n-qubit graph state |G〉. Let S be the stabilizer
group of G. For each sj ∈ S, with sj =
⊗n
k=1O
(k), let wj = |{O(k) : O(k) 6= I}| be the weight of sj.
Let Sj = {S(i,j) : i = 1, 2, . . . , 2wj−1} be the set of the events of sj, i.e. the measurement outcomes
that occur with non-zero probability when the system is in state |G〉 and the stabilizing operators
sj are measured with single-qubit measurements. The set of all events is S =
⋃
j=1,2,...,2n−1 Sj. Two
events are exclusive if there exists a k ∈ {1, . . . , n} for which the same single-qubit measurement
gives a different outcome.
A graph representing a Kotzig orbit can be naturally defined as follows:
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Definition 1 Let G be a graph. Let S be the stabilizer group of the graph state of G. We denote
by H(G) the graph whose vertices are the events in S and the edges are all the pairs of exclusive
events.
We give an example for events and exclusiveness. Let n = 3 and s2 = ZXZ (we omit the
superscripts for simplicity). This means that ZXZ|G〉 = |G〉, i.e., if the system is prepared in |G〉
and s2 is measured by measuring Z on the first qubit (with possible results −1 or 1), X on the
second qubit, and Z on the third qubit, then the product of the three results must be 1. Therefore,
S2 = {zxz, zxz, zxz, zxz}, where hereafter zxz denotes the event “the result 1 is obtained when Z
is measured on qubit 1, the result −1 is obtained when X is measured on qubit 2, and the result
−1 is obtained when Z is measured on qubit 3”. As another example: if n = 2 and s1 = XZ, then
S1 = {zx, zx}.
We now give an example of a graph representing a Kotzig orbit. Let us consider P3 =
({1, 2, 3}, {{1, 2}, {2, 3}}), the path on three vertices. We construct H(P3). The stabilizer group S
(minus the identity) has the following elements: s1 = g1 = XZI, s2 = g2 = ZXZ, s3 = g3 = IZX,
s4 = g1g2 = Y Y Z, s5 = g1g3 = XIX, s6 = g2g3 = ZY Y , and s7 = g1g2g3 = −Y XY . For all
j = 1, . . . , 23−1, obtain all possible events (i.e., those which can happen with non-zero probability)
when three qubits are prepared in the state |G〉 and three parties measure the observables corre-
sponding to sj . For instance, when j = 1, Alice measures X
(1), Bob measures Z(2), and Charlie
does not perform any measurement . Since the three qubits are in state |G〉, there are only two
possible outcomes: Alice obtains X(1) = +1 and Bob obtains Z(2) = +1, denoted as xzI; or Alice
obtains X(1) = −1 and Bob obtains Z(2) = −1, denoted as xzI. For j = 2, the only events that can
occur are zxz, zxz, zxz, and zxz. The other events for the remaining j’s are obtained in a similar
way. Now, let us construct the graph H(P3): the vertices represent possible events; two vertices
are adjacent if and only events are exclusive (e.g., xzI and xIx). Notice that each sj of weight wj
generates 2wj−1 vertices. A drawing of H(P3) is in Fig. 1.
Each H(G) can be interpreted as in [7]. Every graph is in fact associated to an NC inequality
and is constructed by expressing the linear combination of joint probabilities of events in the NC
inequality as a sum S. For a graph in [7], an event in S is represented by a vertex and exclusive
events are represented by edges. Constructing such a graph from the inequality is straightforward,
when the absolute values of the coefficients in the linear combination are natural numbers (which,
to our knowledge, is always the case for all relevant NC inequalities). As already mentioned in the
introduction, this graph-theoretic framework can be used to single out games with ad hoc quantum
advantage and quantum correlations with ad hoc degree of contextuality (see [23, 1], respectively).
3.1 Local complementation orbits
If we apply the method to graphs G and G′ in the same orbit under local complementation [16, 6]
then we obtain the same graph H. The reason is that the graph states |G〉 and |G′〉 share the same
set of perfect correlations (up to relabeling), so also share the same graph in which all possible
exclusive events are adjacent.
This paper constructs H(G) from G, as described earlier, where each of the 2n − 1 operators,
sj, generated by G, in turn generates a clique of size 2
wj−1 in H, where wj is the weight of operator
sj. In this section, we present a classification of all H(G) from all graphs G for n < 7. This
classification is greatly simplified by the fact that if two graphs, G and G′, are in the same local
complementation (LC) orbit, then H(G) = H(G′). So we need only classify for one representative
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yyz yyz
yyz y zy
zyyz yy
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Figure 1: The graph H(P3) associated to the path on three vertices, P3, consists of two connected
components: the upper component in the drawing is CS, the complement of the Shrikhande graph
[31]; the lower component is Ci8(1, 3), the 6-vertex (1,3)-circulant graph. We have α(CS) = 3,
ϑ(CS) = α∗(CS) = 4, α[Ci8(1, 3)] = ϑ[Ci8(1, 3)] = α∗[Ci8(1, 3)] = 3. Therefore, α(H(P3)) = 6,
while ϑ(H(P3)) = α
∗((P3)) = 7.
from each orbit. A choice of representatives for n = 2, . . . , 6, for connected graphs only, are listed
in the second column of table 1.
The action of local complementation on vertex v of graph G to yield graph G′ can be realised,
in the context of graph states, by a specific local unitary action:
G′ = Gv
m m
|G′〉 = ω7T (v)N (v)∏i∈Nv T (i)|G〉,
(11)
where N = 1√
2
(
1 i
1 −i
)
, T =
(
1 0
0 i
)
, and ω = e
7pii
4 .
Here, S = {sj , j = 1 . . . 2n−1} is the stabilizer group associated with the graphG, where we omit
s0 for convenience. Similarly, let S
′ = {s′j , j = 1 . . . 2n − 1} be the stabilizer group associated with
G′ = Gv. We show how to obtain S′ from S. Let sj = (−1)cj
∏n
k=1O
(k)
j , where Oj ∈ {I,X,Z, Y },
and cj ∈ {0, 1}.
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Define the mapping Lv : {I,X,Z, Y } → {I,X,Z, Y } as follows:
Lv : X(k) → X(k), Z(k) → Y (k), Y (k) → Z(k), k = v
X(k) → Y (k), Z(k) → Z(k), Y (k) → X(k), k ∈ Nv
I → I,X → X,Z → Z, Y → Y, otherwise.
(12)
Moreover, define yv(sj) = |{k | O(k)j = Y (k) and k ∈ v ∪ Nv}|. In words, yv(sj) is the total
number of Y matrices at tensor positions v ∪ Nv of sj.
Lemma 2 The action of LC at vertex v of G maps G to G′ and S to S′, where
s′j = (−1)cj+yv(sj)
n∏
k=1
Lv(O(k)j ), j = 0 . . . 2n − 1. (13)
This action is a permutation, (I)(X)(ZY ), of the Pauli matrices at tensor position v of each sj and
a permutation, (I)(Z)(XY ), of the Pauli matrices at tensor positions in Nv of each sj, followed by
a global multiplication by (−1)yv(sj).
For example, consider the graph G with two edges {1, 2} and {1, 3}. Then G′ = G1 is the graph
with edges {1, 2}, {1, 3}, {2, 3} (so the star ST3 and the complete graph K3 are in the same Kotzig
orbit). We have that S(G) = {XZZ,ZXI, Y Y Z,ZIX, Y ZY, IXX,−XY Y } and that
S(G1) = S′ = {XZZ,ZXZ, Y Y I, ZZX, Y IY, IY Y,−XXX}. For example sj = Y Y Z is mapped
to s′j = (−1)y1(sj)ZXZ = ZXZ, where v = 1, Nv = {2, 3}, and y1(sj) = 2 as Y occurs at tensor
positions 1 and 2 of sj, where 1, 2 ∈ v ∪Nv.
Proof. We use (11). For vertex v we replace U with ω7TNUN †T †ω, for each of U ∈ {X,Z, Y }
to obtain {X,Y,−Z}. Similarly, for vertices in Nv we replace U with ω7TUT †ω, for each of
U ∈ {X,Z, Y } to obtain {Y,Z,−X}.
Theorem 3 Let GL be the Kotzig orbit of graphs generated by the action of successive local com-
plementation on G. Then
H(G′) = H(G′′), ∀G′, G′′ ∈ GL. (14)
Proof. Every vertex in H(G) represents a measurement, sj, of |G〉, combined with a certain
measurement result, as specified by the bars under x, y, and z, as appropriate. This measurement
is equivalent to a measurement, s′j of |G′〉, where s′j , |G′〉, and the new measurement results are
obtained from sj and |G〉 by the same local unitary transform, namely the transform in (11). Since
the two measurement scenarios are equivalent, then the edge relationship between vertices in H(G)
is preserved in H(G′), i.e., H(G) = H(G′). The theorem is then extended to any two G′, G′′ ∈ GL
as G′′ can be obtained from G′ by a series of local complementations.
Proposition 3 implies that we only have to classify for one representative member, G, (arbitrarily
chosen) of each Kotzig orbit, GL, of n-vertex graphs. Table 1 classifies, computationally, graphs
H(G) = (V H , EH) for n = 2, . . . 6 from G = (V,E), where |GL| is the size of the Kotzig orbit of G
up to re-labeling (graph isomorphism).
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4 Parameters
Theorem 4 Let H be a graph representing a Kotzig orbit. Then, for n > 2,
α(H) < ϑ(H) = α∗(H) = 2n − 1. (15)
We firstly give an intuition of the statement, explaining how the Theorem can be seen as a
consequence of the results in [7, 15]. A formal and stand-alone proof will follow later in this
section. Let |G〉 be the graph state with corresponding graph G. It was shown in [15] that
the sum of the elements of the stabilizer group of |G〉, ∑2n−1j=1 sj is a Bell operator such that∑2n−1
1 sj|G〉 = (2n − 1)|G〉 and max |〈S〉| < 2n − 1 when restricting to classical states (where S
is the stabilizer group defined earlier). In words, the graph state |G〉 violates the corresponding
Bell inequality up to its algebraic maximum. This fact together with [7, Equation 6] enforces that
α(H) < ϑ(H) and ϑ(H) = α∗(H) = 2n − 1. The construction in Definition 1 simply transforms
the Bell operator, originally written as a sum of mean values, into a sum of probabilities of events,
in order to construct the graph associated with the exclusivity structure.
The statement, therefore, combines known facts from quantum information in a novel way in
order to prove a purely graph theoretical result.
The proof of Theorem 4 requires the following definition:
Definition 5 (Canonical orthogonal representation) Let H = (V,E) be a graph representing
a Kotzig orbit. Let S(i,j) =
(
s
(1)
(i,j), s
(2)
(i,j), . . . , s
(n)
(i,j)
)
be the event at vertex (i, j) ∈ V (H), where
i = 1 . . . 2n − 1, j = 1 . . . 2wi−1, and s(k)(i,j) ∈ {I, x, x, y, y, z, z}, for each k = 1, 2, . . . , n. Let |s
(k)
(i,j)〉
be defined as follows:
s
(k)
(i,j) x x y y z z I
|s(k)(i,j)〉 |+〉 |−〉 |y+〉 |y−〉 |0〉 |1〉 |ψ〉
. (16)
Here, |ψ〉 is an arbitrary ray in C2 and |y+〉, |y−〉 are the eigenvectors of the Pauli matrix Y with
eigenvalue +1 and −1, respectively. The canonical orthogonal representation of H is the set of
vectors {|s(i,j)〉 := |s(1)(i,j)〉 ⊗ |s
(2)
(i,j)〉 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |s
(n)
(i,j)〉 : (i, j) ∈ V (H)}.
For example, in H(P3) (see Fig. 1), the element of the canonical orthogonal representation of
the vertex labeled by xIx is |−〉 ⊗ |ψ〉 ⊗ |−〉. Notice that if |ψ〉 is chosen to be non-orthogonal to
any of the vectors |+〉, |−〉, . . . , |1〉 then the representation is faithful.
Proof of Theorem 4. Let H = H(G) be a graph representing a Kotzig orbit of a graph
G. The proof is structured in three parts: (1) we prove that ϑ(H) ≥ 2n − 1; (2) we prove that
α∗(H) ≤ 2n − 1; (3) finally, we prove that α(H) < 2n − 1. The first two parts together prove that
ϑ(H) = α∗(H) = 2n − 1, since ϑ(G) ≤ α∗(G), for any graph G (see, e.g., [7]). We begin with the
first part:
(1) It follows directly from Eq. (3) that
∑2n−1
i=1 〈G|si|G〉 = 2n−1. We know that the eigenvectors
with eigenvalue +1 of each operator si are in one-to-one correspondence with the vertices of a clique
in H: |s(i,1)〉, |s(i,2)〉, . . . , |s(i,2wi−1)〉. These are elements of the canonical orthogonal representation
of H. From the definition of the stabilizer group, for all si ∈ S and for all eigenvectors |s(i,j)〉
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(j = 1, 2, . . . , 2wi−1) with eigenvalue −1, we have 〈s(i,j)|G〉 = 0, because |G〉 is in the +1 eigenspace.
Now, let si =
∑
j λij |s(i,j)〉〈s(i,j)| be an Hermitian eigendecomposition of si. Thus,
2n − 1 =
2n−1∑
i=1
〈G|si|G〉 (17)
=
2n−1∑
i=1
∑
j
λij〈G|s(i,j)〉〈s(i,j)|G〉 (18)
=
2n−1∑
i=1
∑
j:λij=1
〈G|s(i,j)〉〈s(i,j)|G〉 (19)
=
2n−1∑
i=1
∑
j:λij=1
|〈G|s(i,j)〉|2 (20)
≤ ϑ(H), (21)
where the inequality in the last line follows because a canonical orthogonal representation of H
together with the state |G〉 represents a feasible solution for the semidefinite formulation of the
Lova´sz number in Eq. (1).
(2) From the linear programming formulation of the fractional packing number (see Eq. (2)),
it is easy to see that a partition of the set of vertices into k cliques gives an upper bound to α∗(H).
To see this choose one vertex, say i, per clique and set its weight wi = 1. We get a partition of H
into 2n − 1 cliques if we consider the events associated with each si.
(3) We use an argument very similar to [15, Lemma 1 and Theorem 1]. If the number of
vertices of G is two then the result does not hold as α(H) = 22 − 1 (by direct calculation). Each
connected graph with more than two vertices has a subgraph with three vertices. For each of those
we can see (also by direct calculation; see Table 1 of section 3.1) that α(H) < 7. Therefore, we
just need to show that if G′ is a subgraph of G with n′ vertices and α(H ′) < 2n′ − 1, where H ′ is
the representative of the Kotzig orbit of G′, then α(H) < 2n − 1 for n > 2. Notice that S′, the
stabilizer group of G′, is a subset of S. Therefore, in the graph H we find cliques associated with
S′, but containing slightly different events. For each s′i ∈ S′, the corresponding si ∈ S has the same
structure, with eventually some additional Z operators. Let H˜ be the subgraph of H induced by
the vertices in cliques associated with the elements of S′. We need to show that if in H ′ there is
no vertex per clique to form a maximal independent set then neither are there in H˜. Therefore,
α(H) < 2n − 1. Towards a contradiction, suppose there is an independent set L of H˜ such that
|L| = 2n′ − 1. We distinguish two cases:
• If the events at the vertices in L do not have any z element then we can map them to an
independent set in H ′ of size 2n′ − 1, just by ignoring the additional Z operators. This
contradicts the hypothesis that α(H ′) < 2n′ − 1.
• If the events at the vertices in L do have z elements then we can find another independent set
J with the same cardinality such that the events at its vertices do not have any z element. We
can find J as follows. It is easy to check that an operator si has the form O
(1) · · ·Z(ℓ) · · ·O(n)
if and only if it has an odd number of X(k) and Y (k), with {ℓ, k} ∈ E(H). Therefore,
complementing z(ℓ) and all occurrences of X(k) and Y (k) in the events at the vertices of the
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independent set L, we obtain the events in J with the desired properties, and so we are back
to the previous case.
The Bell inequalities described by the graph H are exactly the same as in [15], but in the form
of a pseudo-telepathy game.
Definition 6 For any graph G on n vertices, let us define an n-player game for G as follows. The
input set for each player is {X,Y,Z, I} and the output set is {+1,−1}. The set of valid inputs is
the set of elements of the stabilizer group of |G〉. The players win on input si ∈ S if and only if
the sign of the product of their outputs equals the sign of si.
Corollary 7 The graph game for G is a pseudo-telepathy game.
Proof. It is easy to see that if the players share the graph state |G〉 and each player performs the
measurement corresponding to her input, then they always win. On the other hand, we show that
a classical strategy for the game can be used to construct an independent set of H = H(G) and
viz.
We now consider the first direction. If there exists a strategy which answers correctly to k
questions then there exists an independent set with k elements. A classical strategy is w.l.o.g. a
set of functions for each player from the input set to the output set. Therefore, for all the winning
inputs si, there will be a single output (a1, . . . , an), corresponding to a vertex of H. It is easy to
verify that there cannot be an edge between any pair of these vertices. Since the strategy wins on
k input pairs, the independent set has k elements.
For the other direction, we show that if there exists an independent set L of H having size k,
then there exists a strategy for the game on G that answers correctly to at least k of the 2n − 1
questions. By the structure of H, the independent set L cannot contain vertices i, j such that, for
the same input x, a
(i)
ℓ 6= a(j)ℓ for some ℓ ∈ {1, . . . n}. Hence, we have the following strategy: on
input x, each player outputs the unique a determined by the vertices in the independent set. The
size k of the independent set implies that the players answer correctly to at least k input pairs.
5 Examples
Proposition 8 Let Kn be the complete graph on n vertices. Then,
α(H(Kn)) =
{
2
n−3
2 + 3 · 2n−2 − 1, for n odd;
2
n
2
−1 − 2n−2 + 2n − 1, for n even. (22)
Proof. As said before, H(G) can be associated to the Bell inequality in which the Bell operator is
the sum of all stabilizer operators of |G〉 [15]. The first observation is that the graph state associated
to G = Kn is the n-qubit Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state [16]. The second observation
is that, in that case, the Bell inequality corresponding to H(G) is the sum of a well-known Bell
inequality maximally violated by the n-qubit GHZ state [22] plus a trivial Bell inequality not
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violated by quantum mechanics [5]. For example, for n = 3, the Bell inequality corresponding to
H(K3) is β3 = µ3 + τ3 ≤ 2 + 3, where
µ3 = 〈XZZ〉+ 〈ZXZ〉+ 〈ZZX〉 − 〈XXX〉, (23a)
τ3 = 〈Y Y I〉+ 〈Y IY 〉+ 〈IY Y 〉; (23b)
recall that 〈XZZ〉 denotes the mean value of the product of the outcomes of the measurement of X
on qubit 1, Z on qubit 2, and Z on qubit 3. The inequality µ3 ≤ 2 is the well-known Bell inequality
introduced in [22], while τ3 ≤ 3 is a trivial inequality not violated by quantum mechanics [15, 5].
The sum β3 has 7 terms, with four terms generating cliques of size 2
3−1 and the other three terms
generating cliques of size 22−1. Then, we can see that α(H(K3)) is equal to the maximum number
of quantum predictions that a deterministic local theory can simultaneously satisfy. By quantum
predictions we mean: XZZ = 1, ZXZ = 1, ZZX = 1, XXX = −1, IY Y = 1, Y IY = 1, and
IY Y = 1. In this case, the maximum number of quantum predictions that a deterministic local
theory can simultaneously satisfy is 6: 3 out of XZZ = 1, ZXZ = 1, ZZX = 1, XXX = −1, plus
the other 3 (IY Y = 1, Y IY = 1, and IY Y = 1). Equivalently, α(H(K3)) is the maximum quantum
violation, denoted by βQM, minus the minimum number of quantum predictions which cannot be
satisfied by a deterministic local theory. Since the minimum number of quantum predictions which
cannot be satisfied by a deterministic local hidden variable theory is βQM minus the maximum value
of the Bell operator for a deterministic local theory, denoted by βLHV, and all of them divided by
two, then
α(H(Kn)) =
βQM(n) + βLHV(n)
2
. (24)
This expression is very useful since, for the Bell inequalities for the n-qubit GHZ states [15],
βQM(n) = µQM(n) + τQM(n), (25)
βLHV(n) = µLHV(n) + τLHV(n).
The interesting point is that the values of µQM(n) and µLHV(n) are well-known [22], and
τQM(n) = τLHV(n) = βQM(n)− µQM(n) (26)
(Recall that βQM(n) = 2
n − 1.) For n odd, µQM(n) = 2n−1, and µLHV(n) = 2(n−1)/2; for n even,
µQM(n) = 2
n−1 and µLHV(n) = 2n/2. Inserting these numbers in Eq. (25) and then in Eq. (24),
we obtain the statement.
6 Zero-error capacity
In this section, we show that for every graph G on n vertices the graph H(G) has zero-error
entanglement-assisted capacity 2n − 1. Theorem 4 states that α(H(G)) < 2n − 1. The result gives
a separation between c∗0(H(G)) and c0(H(G)). It is known that for all graphs, the Lova´sz number
upper bounds the entanglement-assisted Shannon capacity [12]. Therefore, c∗0(H(G)) saturates its
upper bound.
There are few (and very recently discovered) classes of graphs for which this separation is known.
For example, one is based on the Kochen-Specker theorem [9] and other ones are based on variations
of orthogonality graphs [4, 21]. Here, we present a new family of graphs and a construction method,
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which can also be interpreted as a graph theoretic technique of independent interest. The most
important point is that every graph gives rise to a member of the family through our construction.
This property opens directions for future studies, for example, identifying subclasses or hierarchies
where the separation is large or is easy to quantify.
Theorem 9 Let H be a graph from a Kotzig orbit. Then c∗0(H) = 2n − 1.
Proof. From Theorem 4 and [12, Corollary 14] we obtain the upper bound
c∗0(H(G)) ≤ ϑ(H(G)) = 2n − 1.
We need to show a matching lower bound on c∗0(H(G)). We do this by exhibiting a strategy for
entangled parties to send one out of 2n − 1 messages in the zero-error setting through a channel
with confusability graph H. The strategy is as follows. Alice and Bob share a maximally entangled
state of local dimension 2n(n− 1). Observe that H can be partitioned into 2n − 1 cliques, one for
each element of the stabilizer group. The clique corresponding to si ∈ S consists of the vertices
associated with the mutually exclusive events in the set Si; we denote by Si the set of events related
to si as in Section 3. For each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 2n − 1}, Alice performs a projective measurement on
her part of the shared state. The outcomes of the measurement are the elements of Si. Since
the parties share a maximally entangled state, Alice’s strategy has to satisfy two properties to be
correct:
1. For each i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 2n − 1}, the projectors associated to elements of Si form a projective
measurement (because Alice needs to perform a projective measurement for each message i
to be sent).
2. For each edge {u, v} ∈ E(H(G)), projectors associated with u and v must be orthogonal (to
satisfy the zero-error constraint).
The next step is to exhibit projectors in Alice’s strategy and show that both properties are
satisfied. In what follows we use the notation in Definition 5.
We begin by examining the case where si does not contain any identity operator. In this case,
each projective measurement will consist of projectors of rank 1 acting on C2
n(n−1). Order the
elements of Si arbitrarily. Let si be of the form O
(1) · · ·O(n), where O(k) ∈ {X,Y,Z}. Define for
each s
(k)
(i,j) the occurrence number ν(i, j, k) based on a chosen ordering: if the same eigenvector of
O(k) occurs in s
(k)
(i,j) for the ℓ-th time in the chosen ordering then ν(i, j, k) = ℓ. Construct projectors
starting from the canonical orthogonal representation and an ancillary space of dimension n − 1.
For s
(k)
(i,j), let
P(i,j) =
n⊗
k=1
|s(k)(i,j)〉〈s
(k)
(i,j)| ⊗ |ν(i, j, k)〉〈ν(i, j, k)|. (27)
We show that Property 1 is satisfied. These projectors are mutually orthogonal for all vertices (i, j).
We need to prove that their sum is the identity. From the structure of the events in Si we observe
that, for each Ok, the eigenvectors with eigenvalue +1 (and −1) occur in half of the elements of Si.
Therefore, in the construction of the projectors, a pair of ±1 eigenvectors for each Ok is summed
for each ancillary subspace. The sum of each subspace is the identity. Hence, the total sum is the
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identity for the whole space. We show now that also Property 2 is satisfied. If two projectors are
in the same clique, orthogonality follows from the discussion above. Consider now two projectors
of adjacent vertices from two different cliques that project to the same ancillary subspace. Since
we started from an orthogonal representation, those projectors are orthogonal.
Now, consider the more general case where si can contain identity operators. Let si be of the
form O(1) · · ·O(n), where O(k) ∈ {I,X, Y, Z}. We assume that si has weight w. First consider the
case where the first w operators are different from identity, O(1), O(2), . . . , O(w) 6= I. To construct
the projective measurement for Si, we initially construct the projectors for the first w operators
as in the previous case. We obtain rank-1 projectors acting on C2
w(w−1). Choose a basis for
C
2n(n−1)−2w(w−1) and let the projectors be
Q(i,j) =
2n(n−1)−2w(w−1)∑
ℓ=1
P(i,j) ⊗ |ℓ〉〈ℓ|. (28)
This ensures that the dimensions match and that Properties 1 and 2 hold. To finish the proof, we
need to prove the general case where identity operators are in arbitrary positions and not all at the
end. In this case, split the construction into subspaces so that each subspace has all the identities
at the end. Obtain the projectors for the subspaces as described above and then obtain the final
projectors by making tensor products of the projectors for the subspaces.
We immediately have the following corollary from Theorems 4 and 9 and the Lova´sz number
upper bound on Θ∗.
Corollary 10 Let H be a graph from a Kotzig orbit. Then, c0(H) < c
∗
0(H) = Θ
∗(H).
7 Classification
Let λH be the number of connected components of H - we follow λH by the number of vertices
in each connected component, e.g., λH = 2[6, 16] means that there are two connected compo-
nents, one with 6 vertices and one with 16 vertices. The degree sequence of H, DH , is written as
a, b/c, d/e, f/ . . ., meaning that there are b vertices of degree a, d vertices of degree c, f vertices of
degree e, etc.
For each Kotzig orbit, we wish to compute the independence number, α(H). This is also listed in
Table 1. Each stabilizing operator of S is multiplied by a global coefficient +1 or −1. For instance,
for the operators of H(P3) (see Fig 1 and associated discussion), there are six ‘+1’ coefficients
and one ‘−1’ coefficient. If one selects one vertex from each of the 6 cliques in H generated by
the 6 operators of this example which have a ‘+1’ coefficient, then one can be sure that they are
mutually unconnected in H. (More specifically, one can select for each operator the event where
all the measurements gave outcome +1. This event is always present if the operator has coefficient
+1.) So α(H) ≥ 6, i.e. the number of ‘+1’ coefficients in S for a given G yields a lower bound on
α(H), for each G. This idea leads to the following lemma. Let β(G) be the number of operators in
S with a ‘−1’ coefficient where, in general, β(G) is not an invariant of the Kotzig orbit of G. Let
βmin(G
L) = min{β(G), G ∈ GL} and βmax(GL) = max{β(G), G ∈ GL}, where GL is the set of
graphs in the Kotzig orbit of G.
Lemma 11 Given a graph G, we have
α(H) ≥ 2n − 1− βmin(GL) ≥ 2n − 1− β(G). (29)
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Table 1 lists both the computed independence number, α(H), for each H, and the range of
lower bounds, βmin(G
L)−βmax(GL), on α(H). One observes that the lower bound is often tight but
not always. For example, for the graph G = 15, 25, 34, 45, computations show that βmin(G
L) = 6
and βmax(G
L) = 12. So α(H) ≥ 25−1−6 = 25. In this case the bound is tight as α(H) is computed
to be 25.
The symmetrical form of Kn makes it relatively easy to prove that, for n > 2, H(STn) = H(Kn)
is comprised of two disjoint subgraphs, and the results of section 5 allow us to identify these two
disjoint subgraphs, i.e. H(Kn) = H(µn) +H(τn), where H(µn) has 2
2n−2 vertices and H(τn) has∑⌊n
2
⌋
i=1 2
2i−1(n
2i
)
vertices - (see the equations in (24) for the case of n = 3). It is likewise easy to show
that β(Kn) =
∑⌊n+1
4
⌋
i=1
( n
4k−1
)
, and therefore we know that α(H(Kn)) ≥ 2n − 1−
∑⌊n+1
4
⌋
i=1
( n
4k−1
)
.
The evaluation of β(G) can be translated to the following problem.
Lemma 12 Define the Boolean function, fG(z1, z2, . . . , zn) : F
n
2 → F2 such that
fG(z1, z2, . . . , zn) =
∑
{i,j},{j,k}∈E(G),i<j<k
zizjzk. (30)
Let wt(f) be the weight of f , defined to be the number of ones in its truth-table). Then,
β(G) = wt(fG). (31)
Proof. (Sketch) Consider the subgraph of G at vertices i, j, k, where we assume {i, j}, {j, k} ∈
E(G). One can confirm that s = gigjgk is an operator with a global coefficient of −1 and we
can represent this in fG by the cubic term zizjzk. Moreover this must be true for each such
pair of edges in G. Likewise consider the five vertices i, j, k, l,m in G where we assume that
{i, j}, {j, k}, {k, l}, {l,m} ∈ E(G). One can confirm that s = gigjgkglgm is an operator with a
global coefficient of −1, and the operators s′ = gigjgk, s′′ = gjgkgl, and s′′′ = gkglgm also have
global coefficients equal to −1. We represent this situation in fG by the sum of the cubic terms
zizjzk + zjzkzl+ zkzlzm. The lemma follows from an elaboration of this argument. Specifically the
global coefficient of s =
∏n
j=1 g
zj
j is (−1)fG(z1,z2,...,zn).
Lemma 12 allows us to obtain an equation for β(Cn). We evaluate β(Cn) by computer for n =
3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, . . . to be 1, 4, 6, 18, 36, 80, . . ., respectively and use [26] to find the sequence A051253
and the reference [10] where a recurrence formula is provided for β(Cn) = wt(fG) = wt(z1z2z3 +
z2z3z4 + . . . + zn−2zn−1zn + zn−1znz1 + znz1z2), namely
β(Cn+3) = 2(β(Cn+1) + β(Cn) + 2
n−1). (32)
We also offer the following conjecture, based on the results of Table 1.
Conjecture 13 The graph H(G) is always connected except when G is in the Kotzig orbit of the
star graph, STn, in which case H(G) splits into 3 disjoint components for n = 2, and 2 disjoint
components for n > 2.
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Table 1: H(G) for n = 2, . . . , 6
n G |GL| |V H | λH α(H) βmin(G
L)− βmax(G
L) DH
2 12 1 6 3[2, 2, 2] 3 0 1, 6/
3 12, 13 2 22 2[6, 16] 6 1 − 1 3, 6/9, 16
4 14, 24, 34 2 84 2[20, 64] 13 4 − 4 11, 12/13, 2/17, 6/43, 64
14, 23, 24, 34 4 76 1 13 2 − 4 15, 4/25, 4/27, 4/29, 32/35, 32
5 15, 25, 35, 45 2 316 2[60, 256] 25 10 − 10 33, 20/45, 10/49, 30/195, 256/
15, 25, 34, 45 6 280 1 25 6 − 12 49, 6/51, 2/89, 12/91, 12/107, 24/129, 72/133, 24/159, 128/
15, 24, 25, 34, 35 10 268 1 25 6 − 12 55, 4/99, 16/101, 4/103, 4/107, 16/117, 64/129, 32/137, 32/139, 32/147, 64/
12, 13, 24, 35, 45 3 256 1 25 6 − 10 99, 40/117, 120/135, 96
6 16, 26, 36, 46, 56 2 1206 2[182, 1024] 51 20 − 20 101, 30/143, 30/147, 90/151, 2/167, 30/841, 1024/
16, 26, 36, 45, 56 6 1030 1 51 16 − 28 145, 12/189, 2/207, 2/211, 6/299, 24/301, 24/343, 4/351, 28/
383, 32/455, 32/459, 96/587, 256/665, 512/
16, 26, 35, 45, 46 16 976 1 49 14 − 30 169, 6/207, 2/349, 12/351, 12/357, 24/383, 8/411, 48/449, 8/
453, 24/471, 32/473, 16/477, 48/481, 48/483, 48/533, 128/557, 128/
565, 64/567, 64/611, 256/
15, 26, 36, 45, 56 4 1044 1 49 14 − 30 173, 12/321, 36/323, 36/479, 192/541, 64/545, 192/679, 512/
15, 26, 35, 36, 45, 46 5 958 1 51 20 − 28 213, 6/355, 32/395, 12/397, 12/441, 96/515, 384/547, 192/
549, 192/559, 4/567, 28/
16, 24, 35, 46, 56 10 958 1 51 12 − 28 181, 4/213, 2/323, 4/325, 4/347, 8/349, 8/379, 32/401, 64/455, 8/
459, 24/477, 32/487, 64/489, 64/515, 256/593, 256/599, 32/603, 96/
15, 26, 34, 35, 46, 56 25 940 1 49 14 − 30 187, 4/337, 4/339, 4/357, 16/379, 16/383, 32/431, 64/435, 32/
469, 32/471, 32/493, 32/495, 32/497, 128/521, 128/529, 64/531, 64/
575, 128/601, 64/603, 64/
16, 24, 26, 35, 36, 45 21 922 1 47 16 − 28 193, 2/355, 16/357, 16/405, 16/413, 64/425, 64/441, 8/475, 32/
477, 32/479, 64/503, 256/511, 32/513, 32/557, 256/563, 8/567, 24/
14, 25, 36, 45, 46, 56 5 990 1 47 20 − 28 197, 6/355, 12/357, 12/433, 192/473, 96/487, 8/491, 24/579, 192/
581, 192/625, 256/
12, 13, 25, 36, 45, 46 16 904 1 45 18 − 30 355, 32/395, 24/407, 96/431, 48/485, 384/539, 192/565, 64/567, 64/
12, 13, 14, 23, 25, 36, 45, 46, 56 2 936 1 45 22 − 26 427, 360/571, 576/
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The conjecture is verified, computationally, for n = 2, 3, 4, 5,. A potential way to prove it is to
try to construct two connected components by adding codewords and show that this forces one to
be in the STn orbit.
By using code-theoretic techniques, we can lower and upper bound the size of cliques in H(G).
Remember that S is the stabilizer group generated by G, comprising 2n − 1 operators, sj, and
that wj = w(sj) is the weight of operator sj. Let wmax(S) = maxsj∈S(w(sj)) and wmin(S) =
minsj∈S(w(sj)). We have that wmax(S) = n, for any S, because, for any graph G, then
∏n−1
i=0 gi is
always an operator of weight n. It is also well-known that the stabilizer group for a graph state
characterizes a self-dual additive code over F4 of length n whose minimum distance, dH , is given
by wmin(S) [11]. So, in subsequent discussions, we refer to wmin(S) and wmax(S) by dH and n,
respectively. Let C(H) be the set of maximal cliques in H, where each c ∈ C(H) is a subset of V (H),
the set of vertices of H, over which there is a clique in H. Let ω˜(H) and ω(H) be the minimum
and maximum size of a maximal clique, respectively, in graph H. So ω˜(H) = min{|c| : c ∈ C(H)}
and ω(H) = max{|c| : c ∈ C(H)}. Recall that ω(H) denotes the clique number of H.
Theorem 14 For H(G), the graph generated from the stabilizer set S,
ω˜(H) ≤ |c| ≤ ω(H), ∀c ∈ C(H),
where ω˜(H) = 2dH−1, ω(H) = 2n−1,
and both upper and lower bounds are tight.
(33)
Proof. Consider an arbitrary set of two operators, R = {IXZY Z,−Y XZY Y }. Then both opera-
tors have XZY at their second, third, and fourth tensor positions. We say that the two operators
have a set overlap of XZY and this overlap is of size µR = 3. Let R ⊂ S and consider an arbi-
trary splitting of the assignments to XZY of xzy, xzy, xzy, xzy, xzy for operator IXZY Z and
xzy, xzy, xzy for operator −Y XZY Y . Then H(G) contains a size-11 clique over the vertices
Ixzyz, Ixzyz, Ixzyz, Ixzyz, Ixzyz and yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy. It is straightfor-
ward to verify that this clique cannot be extended by adding another vertex from the subset of ver-
tices inH originating from the operators in R. More generally, any splitting of the 23 assignments to
XZY is possible, each giving a different clique. For our example, the operator IXZY Z contributes
5 ·2w(IXZY Z)−µR−1 vertices to the clique and operator −Y XZY Y contributes 3 ·2w(−Y XZY Y )−µR−1
vertices to the clique. So this clique is of size 2−µR−1(5.2w(IXZY Z) + 3 · 2w(−Y XZY Y )) = 11. It is a
maximal clique if and only if there is no R′ ⊂ S such that R ⊂ R′ and µR′ = µR.
If, instead, R = {IXZY Z,−Y XZY Y,XXZXI}, then the set overlap is reduced to XZ and
of size µR = 2. As an example, consider just the partition where xz is assigned to operator
IXZY Z, xz, xz to operator −Y XZY Y , and xz to operator XXZXI. Then this assignment
identifies the vertices Ixzyz, Ixzyz, and yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy, yxzyy,
and xxzxI, xxzxI. The operator IXZY Z contributes 1 · 2w(IXZY Z)−µR−1 vertices to the clique,
operator −Y XZY Y contributes 2 ·2w(−Y XZY Y )−µR−1 vertices to the clique, and operator XXZXI
contributes 1·2w(XXZXI)−µR−1 vertices to the clique. So this clique is of size 2−µR−1(1·2w(IXZY Z)+
2 · 2w(−Y XZY Y )+1 · 2w(XXZXI)) = 12. It is a maximal clique if and only if there is no R′ ⊂ S such
that R ⊂ R′ and µR′ = µR.
Therefore, a strategy to find all maximal cliques in H(G) is to find all subsets R ⊂ S where
µR > 0, and such that there is no R
′ ⊂ S where R ⊂ R′ and µR′ = µR. Then for each of
these subsets, R, and for each |R|-wise ordered partition, p = {asj | sj ∈ R} of 2µR , where
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∑
sj∈R asj = 2
µR , and for each assignment of the integers in set {0, 1, . . . , 2µR − 1} according to
partition p, there is associated a maximal clique, KR,p, of size,
|KR,p| = 2−µR−1
∑
sj∈R
asj2
w(sj). (34)
Let w−(sj) = min{w(sj) | sj ∈ R}. Then, for the specific sj ∈ R where w(sj) = w−(sj) we can
minimise the clique size by assigning aj = 2
µR . So a special case of the above equation identifies a
maximal clique of minimum size 2w
−(sj)−1. Similarly let w+(sj) = max{w(sj) | sj ∈ R}. Then, for
the specific sj ∈ R where w(sj) = w+(sj) we can maximise the clique size by assigning aj = 2µR .
A special case of the above equation identifies a maximal clique of maximum size 2w
+(sj)−1. We
arrive at both ω˜(H) = 2dH−1 and ω(H) = 2n−1 by observing that all members of S occur in at
least one R identified.
In a step towards enumerating the maximal cliques of H(G), we first enumerate the number of
maximal cliques of size given by (34), as generated by a fixed R and |R|-wise ordered partition, p.
Let Rk ⊂ R satisfy Rk = {sj ∈ R | j < k}, and let bk =
∑
sj∈Rk aj .
Lemma 15 For fixed R and p, the graph H(G), contains #KR,p maximal cliques of size |KR,p|,
where
#KR,p =
∏
sj∈R
(
2µR−bj
aj
)
. (35)
Proof. The lemma follows immediately by counting the number of ways that one can assign to
the integers an |R|-way partition of 2µR . For instance, for µR = 2 and partition {1, 2, 1}, one
can assign the integers as {{0}, {1, 2}, {3}}, {{0}, {1, 3}, {2}}, {{0}, {2, 3}, {1}}, {{1}, {0, 2}, {3}},
{{1}, {0, 3}, {2}}, {{1}, {2, 3}, {0}}, {{2}, {0, 1}, {3}}, {{2}, {0, 3}, {1}}, {{2}, {1, 3}, {0}},
{{3}, {0, 1}, {2}}, {{3}, {0, 2}, {1}}, {{3}, {1, 2}, {0}} - in total (221 )×(22−12 )×(22−31 ) = 4×3×1 = 12
ways.
Although, in Theorem 14, we have obtained tight lower and upper bounds for the size of the
maximal cliques of H(G) in the general case, in terms of dH , and n, respectively, it remains open to
obtain tight lower and upper bounds for the size of the maximal independent sets of H(G) in the
general case. However we have obtained a lower bound, β(G), on α(H(G)), although this bound
is not tight in general. It also remains open to provide equations for |V H | in the general case.
Given that this paper highlights the gap between α(H(G)) and 2n − 1, it is particularly desirable
to develop equations for α(H(G)) in the general case. Of course, it would be nice to find a formula
linking α(H(G)) and α(G) - however it should be noted that α(G) is not an invariant of the Kotzig
orbit of G.
Acknowledgements We would like to thank Mary Beth Ruskai for asking during the Quantum
Information Workshop at the Centro de Ciencias de Benasque (July 2011) the question that moti-
vated the results: Is there a connection between graph states and the graphs representing exclusivity
structures studied in [7]? We thank the Associate Editor and a referee for the very useful comments
that improved the readability of the paper. AC is supported by the Project No. FIS2011-29400
19
(Spain). Part of this work has been done while AC and SS where visiting the Department of Infor-
matics at the University of Bergen. The financial support of the University of Bergen is gratefully
acknowledged. Part of this work has been done while GS was visiting University College London.
GS is supported by Ronald de Wolf’s Vidi grant 639.072.803 from the Netherlands Organization
for Scientific Research (NWO).
References
[1] E. Amselem, L. E. Danielsen, A. J. Lo´pez-Tarrida, J. R. Portillo, M. Bourennane, and A.
Cabello, Experimental fully contextual correlations, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108, 200405 (2012).
[2] R. Arratia, B. Bolloba´s, and G. B. Sorkin, The interlace polynomial of a graph, J. Combin.
Theory Ser. B 92, 199 (2004).
[3] A. Bouchet, Graphic presentations of isotropic systems, J. Combin. Theory Ser. B 45, 58
(1988).
[4] J. Brie¨t, H. Buhrman, and D. Gijswijt, Violating the Shannon capacity of metric graphs with
entanglement, arXiv:1207.1779 [quant-ph].
[5] A. Cabello, O. Gu¨hne, and D. Rodr´ıguez, Mermin inequalities for perfect correlations, Phys.
Rev. A 77, 062106 (2008).
[6] A. Cabello, A. J. Lo´pez-Tarrida, P. Moreno, and J. R. Portillo, Entanglement in eight-qubit
graph states, Phys. Lett. A 373, 2219 (2009); ibid. 374, 3991 (2010).
[7] A. Cabello, S. Severini, and A. Winter, (Non-)contextuality of physical theories as an axiom,
arXiv:1010.2163 [quant-ph].
[8] A. R. Calderbank, E. M. Rains, P. W. Shor, N. J. A. Sloane, Quantum Error Correction and
Orthogonal Geometry Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 405 (1997)
[9] T. S. Cubitt, D. Leung, W. Matthews, and A. Winter, Improving zero-error classical commu-
nication with entanglement, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 230503 (2010).
[10] T. W. Cusick and P. Stanica, Fast evaluation, weights and nonlinearity of rotation-symmetric
functions, Discr. Math. 258, 289 (2002).
[11] L. E. Danielsen and M. G. Parker, On the classification of all self-dual additive codes over
GF(4) of length up to 12, J. Combin. Theory Ser. A 113, 1351 (2006).
[12] R. Duan, S. Severini, and A. Winter, Zero-error communication via quantum channels, non-
commutative graphs and a quantum Lova´sz ϑ function, arXiv:1002.2514v2 [quant-ph]; to ap-
pear in IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory.
[13] C. Godsil and G. Royle, Algebraic Graph Theory, Graduate Texts in Mathematics 207
(Springer-Verlag, New York, 2001).
[14] D. Gottesman, Stabilizer Codes and Quantum Error Correction, PhD thesis, Caltech, 1997;
arXiv:quant-ph/9705052.
20
[15] O. Gu¨hne, G. To´th, P. Hyllus, and H. J. Briegel, Bell inequalities for graph states, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 95, 120405 (2005).
[16] M. Hein, J. Eisert, and H. J. Briegel, Multiparty entanglement in graph states, Phys. Rev. A
69, 062311 (2004).
[17] J. Ko¨rner and A. Orlitsky, Zero-error information theory, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 44, 2207
(1998).
[18] A. Kotzig, Eulerian lines in finite 4-valent graphs and their transformations, Theory of Graphs
(Proc. Colloq., Tihany, 1966)(Academic Press, New York, 1968), p. 219.
[19] Z. Ji, J. Chen, Z. Wei, and M. Ying, The LU-LC conjecture is false, Quantum Inf. Comput.
10, 97 (2010).
[20] L. Lova´sz, On the Shannon capacity of a graph, IEEE Trans. Inf. Theory 25, 1 (1979).
[21] L. Mancˇinska, G. Scarpa, and S. Severini, New Separations in Zero-error Channel Capacity
through Projective Kochen-Specker Sets and Quantum Coloring, To appear in IEEE Trans.
Inf. Theory, (2013).
[22] N. D. Mermin, Extreme quantum entanglement in a superposition of macroscopically distinct
states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 1838 (1990).
[23] E. Nagali, V. D’Ambrosio, F. Sciarrino, and A. Cabello, Experimental observation of
impossible-to-beat quantum advantage on a hybrid photonic system, Phys. Rev. Lett. 108,
090501 (2012).
[24] M. Van den Nest, J. Dehaene, and B. De Moor, Graphical description of the action of local
Clifford operations on graph states, Phys. Rev. A, 69, 022316 (2004).
[25] M. A. Nielsen and I. L. Chuang, Quantum Computation and Quantum Information (Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 2000).
[26] OEIS Foundation Inc., The On-Line Encyclopedia of Integer Sequences,
http://oeis.org/A051253 (2011).
[27] R. Raussendorf, D. E. Browne, and H. J. Briegel, Measurement-based quantum computation
with cluster states, Phys. Rev. A, 68, 022312 (2003).
[28] P. Sarvepalli and R. Raussendorf, On local equivalence, surface code states and matroids,
Phys. Rev. A 82, 022304 (2010).
[29] C. E. Shannon, The zero-error capacity of a noisy channel, IRE Trans. Inform. Th. 2, 8 (1956).
[30] E. R. Scheinerman and D. H. Ullman, Fractional Graph Theory (John Wiley & Sons, New
York, 1997).
[31] S. S. Shrikhande, The uniqueness of the L2 association scheme, Annals of Mathematical Statis-
tics 30, 781 (1959).
[32] D. Schlingemann, R. F. Werner, Quantum error-correcting codes associated with graphs, Phys.
Rev. A 65, 012308 (2001).
21
